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dear sir : 

i haven't 'been trying to do you out of your ;.;5 . . . . i rarely get around to writing 
any of the letters which i should, and your case requires an especially long one 
to satisfy my urge for completeness. as you can see from the above, i am quite 
prepared to entertain a charge of wickedness against tee government, but on the 
other hand have no great vested interest in vindicating l.h.o. , since the 
government's method of setting up the commission is sufficient ammunition for 
my argument, and none of the published Oswalds - he he cia, fbi, castroite, ss»f, 
aarxist or walker! te - is particularly endearing. therefore i like to think, at 
least, that i can be somewhat more objective than most folks who start from an 
authoritarian bias, after several years further reading, it may everlbe possible 
to decide where the truth lies, for the nonce, my tentative conclusion is that 
l.h.o. was framed, but that in any case the burden of proof lies on the government 
to show otherwise, if they wish, hut that they certainly have not done so to date, 
you might be interested to learn, by the way, that 'freedom' [the anarchist weekly], 
in its next issue after the assassination, carried a lengthy article [based 
only on press sources] casting great doubt on the police 'case 1 ; this at least says 
something for the validity of anarchist analysis. if you're interested, i would 
lend you a copy, but i don' t have enough co give away. 

as for you-:- book, i must say that when i first wrote, i did not order it, i merely 
asked tee price, in case it failed to show up in the library at dartmouth . i'm not 
rich enough to buy many books, certainly not 5 paperbacks. tee difficult condition 
of publishing your own book ar^. understood, but it re. sains mechanically a poor buy. 
you don't even provide an index, a con. son criticism of nessrs warren, et al. as 

your own publisher, you presumably provided, the lurbs on inner and outer covers; 
most authors avoid the blame by saying th publisher wrote them. . . .yours are hardly 
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models of modesty. in the event, it is .just as well that you sent it, as i should not 
have seen it otherwise. 

i did get to hear your first session on wcau, hut did not know of the second, and so 

missed it. i did hear parts of the rephy on 1st October, and heard y.-u make the 

assertion that your book was the first published; in your introduction you are a bit 

more cautious, but you claim that, there have been no 'substantial' books issued, 

i have not seen joes ten' s, but certainly fox's [if timid and dull], and buchanan's 
[if mostly concerned with history and [[clearly labeled]] speculation] books are 
'substantial' and attack the government case. i agree entirely that popkin was quite 
unfair in not giving you due credit, but i do not see that the fact that these other 
books are not yours makes them unsubstantial ... it smacks of commercial rivalry. 

the point of this letter, besides transmitting |5» is to let you have any benefit there 
may be in a few notes mane whilst reading your book: 

page 20, par 6: this is a hard point to make, as i an not a parasite [lawyer], 

but the fact that a roll ./as consumed in 3 days does not prove that l.h.o. could 
not have taken the paper, unless it is also known that there were not other rolls 
from the same batch previously in the depositories stock. your formulation implies 
a strange shifting of the burden, something like: if they can't prove that it 
happened, then it couldn't have happened. 

page 38, par 3? line 5: "...and 15 seconds less than", presumably, the "than" is 

spurious . 

page 38, par 4: what is a witness in a reconstruction? presumably the witness 

was a witness to the events at the time, not to a reconstruction. 

page 38, par 6: granted, there might be something fishy, but even the implications 

are not clear, did baker never go inside on that preceeuing friday? he can't mean 
that he has never been in, since truly ran in with him on a-day. 

page 38, par 7» does not zapruder ' s film contradict chaney's claim that the car 
stopped? 

page 39, par 5 • the two statements about brennan's description being the basis of 
the radioed description are the same statement, with different levels of 'positivity' 
assigned them; i do not see how you can call them 'contradictory' • 

page 41 , underlined sentence: so what? whether he be kneeling be bind a 1' sill, 

or standing behind a 3' sill, he looks one same from outsh.e. 

page 46 , par 6.: the significance of cue wind in the uak tre is clear to me, but 

i wonder if it is to one and all? 

page 50, par Js i've leak a a Ion; time, but i don't s e any shadow of yonngbloud. 




but it would, appear that the car has 






page 50) par 4: the stripes are none to-, clear, 

reached the 2nd, r.ot merely the 1st. 

pa.pe 61, par 7: as i remember, it is against p.c. ''emulations to nail a handgun; if 

lee pot his thru the post, he might not mind such a technicality, but could a mail-order 
house continue to operate if so scoffing? 

page 61, par 8: each •. f tippit’-s bullets would have been fatal; is this supported 

by his autopsfy? if ✓ 

VT 

page bo, par 2: "...with or without question marks..." should read "quotation marks". 

page 90 , par 5: without listing the pos abilities, the sen tence : "apparen tly murderers 
can see to sight a rifle at night where t e police cannot." puzzle djme entirely. 

page 1 27 , par 5: i wouldn't try to argue the point, since the phrasing is ambiguous, 

but i should think that both occurances of 'infer' should be replaced by 'imply', 
especially the 2nd occurance . 

page 137 , par 4: another puzzler: the ' seal of certainty' . do you mean only to 

emphasize the fact that Oswald was dead? 

page 138, par 1&2: on the basis of my limited familiarity with the material, i would 
tend to concur with the commission's conclusion [r374] which you quote. your definition 
of conspiracy ignores the essential element of the ' privacy ' of the combination as well 
as the connotation of plotting. two drivers involved in a head-on collisaion are not 
ordinarily considered to have conspired to produce the wreck. there are no "both 
counts" in the quoted conclusion for the commission to be wrong on; it is a sinsle 
assertion, you are apparently willing to consider l.h.o. a "part" of the conspiracy, 
even if he had merely been [unknowingly] selected as the framing target. to make it 
more applicable, i suppose that i should extend the above illustration by saying that 
a pedestrian who is deliberately run down by a motorist is not ordinarily called a 
co-conspirator . 

the tying of the alleged assassination weapon to l.h.o. is not evidence [compelling 
or otherwise] o± any conspiracy to assassinate; in company of other evidence it might 
be compelling in re: a conspiracy to frame. this last refers to par. 5; after 
re—ro« - -■ ain^s ) i conclude that this in is. c t what you were trying be sa~ 
my comment is that it was completely unclear to me the first 5 or so 
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1 6 0 , par 2 : can 

the frama, corresponds to the period between tne supposed fatal snat [ i r . 3 1 3 ] and 
papa hoover' s calculate.! frame [110] for.- the herb shot, A = SV > rot 87- whence 
coffi.i..oth the 260' ? 

page 1 58, par 9: on second thot, cancel this one. 

most of the above comments arc made on your book alone, without reference to outside 
material. this letter has stretched over several days, and in the meantime 5. have 
come across the material in the report on the shipping- of the revolver per railway 

.Iso had occasion to reread your 
.th the report on the same subject, 
it the report in fact says at 
;. as a simple example, in the 
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